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Information ltem
Fiscal Policy and Analysis Committee

Faculty Salariesin California Public Universities, 2001-2002

In accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 of the
1965 General Legislative Session, the Commission reports
annually on the lag between the salaries paid to faculty at the
Cadlifornia State University and the University of California and
those projected to be paid at each system’s group of comparison
institutions.

Preliminary parity figures for both systems are reported to the
Department of Finance and the Office of the Legidative Analyst
during December of each year. A draft report is sent to the
Commission in February, with a final report produced in April.

This report is presented as a Higher Education Update and shows
that the current estimated parity figures projected for 2001-2002
reflect a lag of 7.9 percent in faculty salaries for the California
State University, and a lag of 4.0 percent at the University of
California, relative to their respective comparison institutions.

Presenter: William L. Storey.
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Faculty Salaries at California’s
Public Universities, 2001-02

EACH Y EAR, in accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 of
the 1965 Genera Legidative Session, the California State University (CSU)
and the University of Cadifornia(UC) submit to the Cdifornia Postsecondary
Education Commission information on faculty salariesfor their respectivein-
ditutionsand for aset of comparison collegesand universities|ocated primarily
outsdeof Cdifornia

Onthe basis of thisinformation, Commission staff devel ops estimates of the
percentage changesin faculty sdariesin Cdiforniapublic universitiesthat will
enable them to attain parity with their respective comparison groupsin the
forthcoming fiscal year. Current procedures dictate that initial parity figures
for both systems, which are normally based on incomplete datafrom the com-
parison ingtitutions, be reported to the Department of Finance and the Office
of the Legidative Analyst during December of each year. A preliminary re-
port isthen submitted to the Commission in February, with amore complete
report produced in April.

Thisdocument representsthe preliminary report on faculty salary compensation
for the current (2000-01) and budget (2001-02) fiscal years. Thereport aso
containsabrief description of the methodol ogy employed to cd culate the parity
percentages and the faculty salary increase trends over the past 20 years.
Supplementa Budget L anguage adopted by the Legidaturein 1998 precludes
changes in the methodol ogy prior to the 2002-03 budget cycle. In effect,
because of the lengthy lead times required to develop the Governor’ s Bud-
get, thismeansthat if any changesin the methodol ogy are contemplated for
2002-03, discussions among the members of the Commission’ s Faculty Sal-
ary Advisory Committee should begin in the spring of 2001.

A summary of themethodol ogy

Thefaculty salary methodol ogy includes two separate comparison ingtitution
groups—one each for the California State University and the University of
California. The procedures by which the systems collect data, and the tech-
niques used to analyze those data, have been designed and refined periodi-
caly by the Commission —and the Coordinating Council beforeit —in con-
sultation with the Commission’ s Faculty Salary Advisory Committee. The
Committee includes representatives from the Cdifornia State University, the
Universty of Cdifornia, the Department of Finance, and the Office of theLeg-
idative Anayst, with the CdiforniaFaculty Association included on the Com-
mittee asan observer. Asaresult, the faculty salary methodology isreflec-
tive of several compromises among interested parties rather than the vision of
any sngleindividud or agency.

Thisyear’ smethodology isunchanged from the last severa years, and can be
found in consderable detail in several previous Commission reports. These
include the June 1987 report Faculty Salary Revisions (CPEC 87-27), the
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June 1989 report Revisions to the Commission’ s Fac-
ulty Salary Methodology (CPEC 89-22), and the 1997
faculty salary report (CPEC 97-2), which includesthe
1996-97 adjustments (there have been no revisonssince
that cycle).

The methodology consists of two primary elements: (1)
collecting salary datafrom the comparison institutions;

and (2) acomputationd processthat involvesthe weight-
ing of severa dataelementsby variousfactors, such asthe
number of faculty at each rank.

Display 1 below showsthe comparison ingtitutionsfor the
two university systems. Eachisalist formulated through
extensve discussions and compromises by the members
of the Commisson’ s Faculty Sdlary Advisory Committee.

DISPLAY1 Faculty Salary Comparison Institutions for the California State University and the University of California

The California State Univer sity

Northeast Region North Central Region

Univerdty of California
Harvard University*

Bucknell University* Cleveland State University Massachusetts Ingtitute

Rutgers, the State University of [llinois State University of Technology*
New Jersey, Newark Loyola University, Chicago* Stanford University*

State University of New Y ork, Wayne State University State University of New Y ork,
Albany University of Wisconsin, Buffalo

Tufts University* Milwaukee University of Illinois, Urbana

University of Connecticut University of Michigan, Ann Arbor

Western Region Univergty of Virginia, Charlottesville
Southern Region Arizona State University YadeUniversity*
Georgia State University Reed College*

George Mason University
North Carolina State University
University of Maryland,
Baltimore County
* |Independent Institution.
Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.

University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Southern California*
University of Texas, Arlington

In the more than 30 yearsthat the survey has been con-
ducted, each list has changed numerous times, most re-
cently in 1993-94 when three State Univergity ingtitutions
werereplaced. The University of Californialistisun-
changed since 1988, when Cornell and the University of
Wisconsin, Madison were replaced by the Massachusetts
I ndtitute of Technology and the University of Virginia

The computationa processincludes adetermination of
current average salaries, by rank, in both the California
systems and the comparison ingtitutions, with eechrank’s
average projected forward one year based on the previ-
ousfive-year growth rate. The projected 2001-02 aver-
agerank-by-rank saariesfor the comparison ingtitutions
are then compared to the current-year State University
and University averages. These averages are then com-
bined into an *“ All Ranks Average’ for each comparison
group and Californiasystem and compared for the cur-
rent and budget years. Comparing the projected average
for the comparison group next year with the current-year

average for the California system produces the budget-
year “ paxity figure.”

Faculty salarytrends

Display 2 on the next page showsthe Commission’ssal-
ary computationsfor each of thetwo university systems,
plusthe actua amounts granted, since the 1981-82 fiscal
year.

During thefirst haf of the 1980s, the sdary lag between
the Cdifornia State University and its comparison group
was cong stently smaller than the comparablelag for the
Univergty of Californiaand itsgroup. However, by the
late 1980s, thisStuation had reversed. During Cdifornia's
Severe economic recession between 1991-92 and 1994-
95, few if any faculty salary increases were funded in
State budgets. Thisworsened the compensation defi-
ciency between faculty at Cdifornid sinditutionsand their
comparison groups to create the largest compensation



DISPLAY 2  Comparison of Faculty Salary Parity
Figures, with Actual Percentage Increases Provided,
1980-81 Through 2001-02

The Cdifornia University
State University of California
Sdary Sdary
Year Parity Figure  Increase  Parity Figure  Increase
1981-82 0.5% 6.0% 5.8% 6.0%
1982-83 23 0.0 9.8 0.0
1983-84 9.2 6.0 185 7.0
1984-85 7.6 10.0 10.6 9.0
1985-86 N/A 105 6.5 95
1986-87 6.9 6.8 14 5.0
1987-88 6.9 6.9 20 5.6
1988-89 4.7 4.7 30 30
1989-90 438 48 47 4.7
1990-91 4.9 49 438 48
1991-92 4.1 0.0 35 0.0
1992-93 6.0 0.0 6.7 0.0
1993-94 85 3.0 6.5 0.0
1994-95 6.8 0.0 126 30
1995-96 12.7 25 104 3.0
1996-97 9.6 4.0 10.3 5.0
1997-98 10.8 4.0 6.7 5.0
1998-99 112 5.7 4.6 45
1990-00 111 6.0 29 29
2000-01 89 6.0 30 3.0
2001-02 7.9 N/A 4.0 N/A

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission

digparity sncetheinflationary eraof the 1970sand early
1980s.

Since 1994-95, as Cdiforniatrangitioned from recession
to economic boom, faculty have again received more
competitive percentage salary increases, with slightly
larger increases accruing to faculty at the University of
Cdlifornia. Asaresult of thistrend, the parity figure has
declined sgnificantly during this period for faculty a both
universty systems. The University’ s parity gap last year
was 3.0 percent and the currently projected lagis4.0 per-
cent for 2001-02. At the State University, whose faculty
thisyear will receive aprojected average sdary increase
of 6.0 percent, thelag haslessened from 8.9 percent last
year to aprojection of 7.9 percent in the upcoming 2001-
02 fisca year.

It isimportant to understand the meaning of these “par-
ity” numbers. Last year, when the Commission reported
an estimated lag of 8.9 percent parity figurefor Califor-

niaState University faculty, it did not mean that the State
University’ sfaculty were actually paid 8.9 percent less
than their colleaguesin comparableingtitutions. Thisfig-
ure was a projection of apossible future (2000-01) lag
based on observed trends over afive-year period, with
the assumption that State University salarieswould not
increase at al inthe 2000-01 fiscd year. Thecurrent lag
—discussed below for 2000-01 — can be quite different
from the projected lag, and normally shows alower per-
centage than anticipated for the budget year, with the po-
tentia of therebeingnolagat al.

Theparity figuresfor 2000-01
California Sate University

Display 3 on the next page showsthe parity calculations
for the Cadlifornia State University for the current (2000-
01) and budget (2001-02) fiscal years.

The* parity figure” for the State University systemin
2001-02 is estimated to be 7.9 percent —the percentage
by which average salariesin the State University would
haveto increase to equal the average saaries projected
to be paid by the comparison institutionsin 2001-02. It
dsoindicatesthat average sdlariesin the current year are,
on the average, about 3.9 percent below those currently
paid by the comparison group. These calculationsare
based upon actual information received from 17 of the
State University’ s 20 comparison institutions and esti-
meated datafor the remaining three.

Displays 4 and 5 on the following pages show rank-by-
rank and inditution-by-ingtitution salariesfor both the State
University and the comparison group in 1995-96 and
2000-01. Thesedataare used to determinethefive-year
compounded average growth rate that permits current-
year salariesto be projected into the budget year. The
shaded lines in both displays indicate the State
University’ srelative position overall totheentirelist. It
showsthat the State Univerdity remainsin 11th place, ex-
actly at the median of its 20 comparison ingtitutions.

For the current year, faculty at each individua rank (ex-
cept for the few remaining instructors) al fal below the
median, ranging from 14" to 19" place. However, the
State University’ soverall average remains at the median
because of thefact that the State University has nearly 55
percent of itsfaculty at thefull professor rank, whilethe
comparison ingtitutions asagroup have, on average, just
over 37 percent at that rank.



DISPLAY 3 California State University Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1995-96 and 200-01; Compound
Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 2001-02;
and Projected CSU Faculty Salary Percentage Increase Required to Attain Parity with the
Comparison Group in 2001-02

Comparison Group Comparison Group Comparison Group
Average Salaries Average Salaries Compound Rate  Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1995-96" 2000-01" of Increase 2001-02
Professor $73,339 $89,290 4.0% $92,874
Associate Professor $53,943 $64,642 3.7% $67,025
Assistant Professor $44,400 $53,296 3.7% $55,279
Instructor $34,385 $39,195 2.7% $40,234
Per centage Increase Required in
California State Univer sity Average
California State Comparison Group Salariesto Equal the Comparison
University Actual Average Salaries Institution Average
Average Salaries Actual Proj ected Actual Proj ected
Academic Rank 2000-013 2000-01 2001-02 2000-01 2001-02
Professor $80,302 $89,290 $92,874 11.2% 15.7%
Associate Professor $64,683 $64,642 $67,025 -0.1% 3.6%
Assistant Professor $51,932 $53,296 $55,279 2.6% 6.4%
I nstructor $40,206 $39,195 $40,234 -2.5% 0.1%
Weighted by State
University Staffing $69,067 $74249  $77,132 7.5% 11.7%
Weighted by Comparison
Ingtitution Staffing $66,291 $69941  $72,616 5.5% 9.5%
All Ranks Average/Net
o $68,373 $71,018  $73,745 3.9% 7.9%
Percentage Amount
Institutional Current-Year
Staffing Pattern Associate Assistant
(Headcount Faculty) Pr of essor Professor Professor Instructor Total
California State University 6,050 1,885 2,659 490 11,084
Percent 54.6% 17.0% 24.0% 4.4% 100.0%
Comparison Institutions 4,688 4,165 3,167 518 12,538
Percent 37.4% 33.2% 25.3% 4.1% 100.0%

1. Weighted 58% high-cost institutions, 42% low-cost institutions.

2. "All-Ranks Average" saaries are derived by weighting the State University and Comparison Institutions by 75 % of their own staffing
pattern and 25% of the comparison institution’s staffing pattern.

3. The salary estimates for the end of 2000-01 are projected as being 11.4% above Fall 1999 (not 2000) average salaries at each rank.

Source; CPEC staff analysis



DISPLAY 4 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1995-96

Professors Associate Professors | Assistant Professors Instructors
Average Average Average Average Weighted Ave,
Institution No. Salary(rank) | No. Salary(rank) | No. Salary(rank) | No. Salary (rank) | Total Salary (rank)
Institution J* 109 $89,976 (1) 112 $68,165 (1) 89 $54,509 (1) 17 $41,196 (5) 327 $70,316 (1)
Ingtitution Q' | 472 82806 (2)| 349 59,783 (3)| 260 50625 (2)| 38 45361 (3)| 1,119 66,877 (2)
Institution B* 486 80,558 (3) 346 60,851 (2) 230 47,556 (3) 6 46,669 (1)| 1,068 66,876 (3)
Institution N 283 75506 (7)| 198 55356 (5) 95 43556 (9) 0 0 - 576 63,310 (4)
Institution P* 112 78543 (5)| 120 58135 (4) 66 43,685 (8) 0 0 -- 208 62,605 (5)
Institution R* 211 79251 (4) 264 54,952 (6) 134 43,097 (13)| 49 34810 (7) 658 58,830 (6)
Institution K 483 70,834 (11)| 341 51,080 (12)| 233 44072 (5)| 17 33,742 (12)| 1,074 58169 (7)
Institution S* 288 71,132 (10)| 270 54850 (7)| 200 44,836 (4)| 19 41,812 (4) 777 57,989 (8)
Intitution G* 152 76,137 (6) | 213 54406 (8)| 142 43349 (11)| 3 34,200 (10)| 510 57,685 (9)
IngtitutionM® | 144 70,696 (12)| 127 51,988 (11) 86 41,661 (16)| 2 45895 (2) 359 56,984 (10)
csu 6,706 $62,293 (19)| 2,032 $49,979 (14)| 1,520 $40,854 (17)| 150 $32,734 (14)| 10,408 $56,332 (11)
Institution C 84 71,430 (9) 88 53550 (9) 80 43468 (10)| 1 33000 (13)| 253 56,217 (12)
Institution F 235 74311 (8)| 250 52101 (10)| 235 43128 (12)| 34 34,106 (11)| 754 55415 (13)
Institution A 503 65901 (14)| 463 49302 (16)| 262 41,895 (15)| 41 27,631 (18)| 1,359 54,463 (14)
Institution T 277 63,909 (17)| 314 50938 (13)| 150 43958 (7) 5 34526 (9) 746 54,241 (15)
Institution L 55 63910 (16)| 22 47,539 (19) 33 40,742 (18)| 1 35865 (6) 111 53525 (16)
Institution I* 99 67,972 (13)| 129 48978 (18) 91 42925 (14)| 28 31,125 (15)| 347 51,369 (17)
Institution D 146 62,499 (18)| 198 49266 (17)| 113 40432 (19)| 17 30976 (16)| 474 50580 (18)
Intitution E* 104 65334 (15)| 114 49612 (15)| 107 43990 (6) | 49 34,807 (8) 374 50,436 (19)
Institution H 290 58681 (21)| 194 45837 (20)| 217 39529 (20)| 7 28472 (17)| 708 48,993 (20)
Institution O 211 62,038 (20)| 213 44,839 (21)| 147 37,326 (21)| 44 25492 (19)| 615 47,560 (21)
Totals 11,057 $66,150 6,016 $52,249 4,257 $42,829 511 $33,791 21,841 $57,019
Highcost 10 2,177 $77,779 2,044 $56,757 1,405 $46,213 211 $37,799 5,837 $61,374
Low cost 10 2,657 67,209 2,281 50,058 1565 41,896 167 29,671 6,670 54,464
Total 4,834 $73,339 4,325 $53,943 2,970 $44,400 378 $34,385 12,507 $58,472

1. Universities|ocated in higher cost areas.

Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor




DISPLAY5 California Sate University Comparison Ingtitution Salary Data, by Rank, 2000-01
Professors Asociate Professors | Assistant Professors Insgtructors
Average Average Average Average Weighted Ave.
Institution No. Salary(rank) | No. Salary(rank) | No. Salary(rank) | No. Salary (rank) | Total Salary (rank)
Institution J* 136 $109511 (1) | 119 $81,330 (1) 93 $62,664 (2)| 35 $44,292 (5 383 $83420 (1)
Ingitution Q* | 522 102235 (2)| 330 71196 (3)| 241 62707 (1)| 36 47852 (2| 1129 8299 (2
IngtitutionB* | 436 95969 (5| 339 71920 (2| 256 56193 (3)| 19 50854 (1) | 1,050 77,690 (3)
Ingtitution P* 129 91,140 (6)| 118 66,765 (5) 64 50883 (13)| O 0o - 311 73607 (4)
Ingtitution K 424 90377 (7)| 330 66310 (6)| 244 56057 (4| 17 4193 (7)| 1015 73491 (5)
Ingtitution N 223 88770 (8)| 186 62997 (10)| 97 53147 (B)| O 0o - 506 72,467 (6)
Institution R* 236 97,747 (4 251 67,524 (4) 168 51,881 (10) 79 43,750 (6) 734 71,102 (7)
IngtitutionM* | 165 85544 (9| 130 62468 (11)| 103 50011 (14)| 4 39107 (14)| 402 68515 (8)
Ingtitution A 603 83994 (13)| 414 60831 (13)| 277 52284 (8)| 48 37455 (11)| 1,342 68639 (9)
Ingtitution St 268 85970 (11)| 250 66056 (7)| 198 51685 (11)| 32 45663 (3) 748 68514 (10)
csu 6,324 $75950 (19)| 1,897 $60,717 (14)| 2,305 $49,181 (17)| 401 $38,403 (8) | 10,927 $66,281 (11)
Ingtitution I* 120 86199 (10)| 122 61,100 (12)| 119 52307 (7)| 25 37,763 (9) 386 64,681 (12)
Ingtitution F 177 99609 (3)| 282 64160 (8| 300 53582 (5)| 92 33260 (16)| 851 64,463 (13)
Intitution G* 144 82,654 (14)| 235 60,015 (16) 115 50,214 (15) 0 o - 494 64,333 (14)
Ingtitution C 70 84521 (12)| 103 63875 (9)| 109 51667 (12)| 2 45605 (4) 284 64,150 (15)
Ingtitution T 246 78062 (15)| 268 60468 (15)| 180 51,976 (9)| 9 36876 (12)| 703 64,148 (16)
Institution O 211 77164 (17)| 170 56,328 (20)| 110 49430 (16)| 5 34972 (15)| 49 63447 (17)
Ingtitution L 50 76630 (18)| 27 57384 (18)| 44 48301 (19)| O 0o - 121 62,034 (18)
Institution D 155 71578 (20)| 184 56350 (19) 109 45473 (21)| 6 37,490 (10)| 454 58688 (19)
Ingtitution H 252 68817 (21)| 190 53906 (21)| 243 46246 (20)| O 0o - 685 56,674 (20)
Ingtitution E* 121 77583 (16)| 117 57479 (17)| 97 49003 (18)| 109 35621 (13)| 444 55740 (21)
Totals 10,847 $81,126 5932  $63,007 5369 $51,365 915  $39,100 23,063 $67,870
Highcost 10 2,277 $93,859 2,011 $67,279 1,454 $54,632 339 $41,710 6,081 $75,048
Low cost 10 2411 82,980 2,154 61,001 1,713 51,450 179 35721 6,457 63,840
Total 4,688 $89,290 4,165 $64,642 3,167 $53,296 518 $39,195 12,538 $70,340

1. Universitieslocated in higher cost aress.

Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor




University of California

Display 6 on the next page showsthe parity caculations
for the University of Californiafor both the current and
budget years. For the University system, the methodol-
ogy indicatesa* parity figure” of 4.0 percent, which indi-
cates the percentage amount by which University faculty
will lag their counterpartsif no sdary increaseisgranted
for 2001-02. Thedisplay also indicatesthat University
average salaries are about equal to the comparison group
—leading by only 0.3 percent —in the 2000-01 fisca year.

Display 7 on page 9 presents 1995-96 and 2000-01
comparison inditution data, by rank, and indicatesthat the
University hasdightly improved itsmedian position over
thisfive-year period, rising from sixth placefiveyearsago
tofifthinthe current year. Thereisno changefrom last
year inthe public/independent relationship relative to fac-
ulty sdlaries—that is, each of the independent ingtitutions
pays morethan any of the public indtitutions.

It may be noted that the University’ srank-by-rank posi-
tion relativeto its comparison ingtitutionsis more conss-
tent than it iswith the State University. For example,
wherein the current year the University’ sall-ranks aver-

ageisat the median —fifth of ninelisted, including the
Universty of Cdifornia— of the comparison ingtitutions
listed, it isalso sixth for full professors, seventh for asso-
ciate professors, and sixth for assistant professors. By
contrast, the State University’ sl ranksaverageis11"in
the current year, but 19" for full professors, 14" for as-
sociate professors, and 17" for assistant professors. The
consstency of the University’ s position occurs because
the distribution of faculty at each professoria rank in that
systemissimilar to thedistribution of faculty initseight
comparisoningditutions. Asnoted above, that amilarity is
not asevident in the State University distribution, sincea
higher percentage have been awarded full professor ap-
pointments.

By April, Commission staff anticipatesthat it will receive
from the systemwide officesfinal datafor al of the State
University and University comparison ingtitutions, dong
with any corrections or updates of the information pro-
vided for thispreliminary report. Thesedatawill beused
to revisethefaculty sdary parity figures provided hereand
to producethisyear’ sfina California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission report on faculty sdariesfor publica-
tion.



DISPLAY 6 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1995-96 and 2000-01;
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 2001-02; and
Projected UC Faculty Salary Percentage Increase Required to Attain Parity with the Comparison
Group in 2001-02

Comparison Group
Average Salaries Compound Rate Comparison Group
Academic Rank 1995-96" 2000-01 of Increase Projected Salaries, 2001-02
Professor $89,318 $110,077 4.3% $114,775
Associate Professor $60,301 $74,365 4.3% $77,549
Assistant Professor $50,609 $62,038 4.2% $64,617
Percent Increase Required in
University Ave. Salariesto Equal
University of Comparison Group the Comparison_lnstitution
Calif. Average Average Salaries Average
Salaries, Actual Projected Actual Projected
Academic Rank 2000-01 2000-01 2001-02 2000-01 2001-02
Professor $107,643 $110,077 $114,775 2.3% 6.6%
Associate Professor $71,457 $74,365 $77,549 4.1% 8.5%
Assistant Professor $62,669 $62,038 $64,617 -1.0% 3.1%
Weighted by University of - ¢ 679 $94,911 $98,953 2.2% 6.5%
Cdifornia Staffing
Weighted by Comparison  ¢g gag $90,476 $94,323 2.0% 6.4%
Institution Staffing
All Ranks Average/Net
ger $91,832 $91,585 $95,480 -0.3% 4.0%
Percentage Amount
Institutional Budget-Year Staffing Pattern, Associate
(Full-Time-Equivalent Faculty) Pr of essor Pr of essor Assistant Professor Total
University of California 3,756.2 1,221.4 969.5 5947.1
Percent 63.2% 20.5% 0.0% 100.0%
Comparison Institutions 4,318.5 1,771.3 1,973.0 8,062.8
Percent 53.6% 22.0% 24.5% 100.0%

1. Weighted 50% public comparison institutions, 50% independent comparison ingtitutions. The University of California Office of the President

reportsthat it has final survey results from seven of its eight comparison institutions and has estimated final results for the eighth institution.
2. All-Ranks Average derived by weighting University and Comparison Institutions by 75 percent of their own staffing pattern and 25 percent of the
other’s staffing pattern.

Source: CPEC staff analysis



DISPLAY 7 University of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries and Ranking, 1995-96 and

2000-01

i) Professor ~ Associate Pr ofessor ~ Assistant Professor ~ Total Faculty ~
1995-96 S Number Salary ngé Number Salary ggé Number  Salary ggé Number Salary ngé
Institution H | 580 $108,081 1 | 132 $62,734 3 | 181 $57,103 1 | 893 $91,046 1
Institution A I 484  $101,603 2 | 140 $68,960 1 | 154 $5319 2| 778 $386,567 2
Ingtitution F I 581 $97,341 3 | 156 $67,226 2 | 178 $53,863 3 | 915 $83,749 3
Institution D I 359 $95591 4 | 104 $56,515 6 | 175 $47565 5 | 638 $76,048 4
Univ. of Calif. P | 3,190 $79,383 6 1,197 $53309 7 | 960 $46,185 6 | 5,347 $67,586 6
Institution E P 692 $31,721 5 | 336 $63,833 4 | 351 $54,076 4 | 1,379 $70,326 5
IngtitutionC | P 313 $79,237 7 | 248 $56,324 5 | 156 $43963 7 | 717 $63,655 7
Institution G P 871 $74,378 9 | 491 $53,187 8 | 378 $45,895 8 | 1,740 $62,214 8
Ingtitution B P 429 $75609 8 | 286 $51,953 9 | 188 $42,966 9 | 903 $61,316 9

Totals 4,309.2  $89,318 1,892.8 $60,301 1,760.4  $50,609 7,962.4 $74,774
“o ~ Associate Professor ~ Assistant Professor ~ Total Faculty ~
2000-01 S Number Salary § Number Salary é Number Salary é Number Salary §
Institution H I | 641 $130,480 1 | 111 $79979 2 | 233 $70453 2| 985  $110590 1
Institution A I | 510 $121,698 2 | 126 $37,809 1 | 214 $68,008 3 | 850  $103,157 2
Ingtitution F I | 553 $117,647 3 | 180 $78,750 3 | 169 $72280 1| 902  $101,385 3
Institution D I | 385 $117,286 4 69 $71,045 6 | 182 $58,165 5 | 636 $95351 4
Univ. of Calif. P 3,756  $107,643 5 1,221  $71457 5 970 $62,669 4 5947 $92879 5
Ingtitution E> | P | 693 $100,887 7 | 364 $73,080 4 | 415 $57,919 6 | 1472  $81897 7
Ingtitution B P | 453 $101,666 6 | 261 $70,045 7 | 220 $56,902 7 | 934 $82,264 6
Institution G P | 803 $93,936 9 | 458 $65,566 8 | 347 $56,281 8 | 1,608  $77,731 8
IngtitutionC | P | 299 $94,020 8 | 205 $64,606 9 | 196 $54,598 9 | 700 $74,367 9

Total 4,336.4 $110,077 17741 $74,365 1,976.2 $62,038 8,086.7 $91,406

1. | =Independent; P = Public.

2. Estimated data.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.




